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Executive Summary

Purpose

Results

Background

with cleaning up hardrock mining sites,
account for a large proportion of future meg
evaluation on the Agency’s National Hard

The primary goal of the Hardrock Mining Framework was to protect human health
and the environment at proposed, active, and abandoned mine sites on both
Federal and non-federally managed lands through appropriate and timely pollution
prevention, control, and remediation. EPA spent 3 years developing the
Framework and it has been available for 5 years. However, we found no evidence



that the Framework contributed to environmental improvements or protections at
specific hardrock mining sites. There are regulatory and non-regulatory reasons
for this.

Despite some perceptions, the nature of hardrock mining regulations,
environmental laws and regulations, and the manner in which both agg
1mp1emented present obstacles to what the Agency can reglisticall / ge omplish in

iffii€ Framework has current utility. If EPA program management believes the

amework has current utility in helping to achieve goals of protecting human
health and the environment at proposed, active, and abandoned hardrock mine
sites, we recommend that EPA develop effective implementation strategies that
account for existing gaps in the framework, lack of necessary coordination, and
regulatory challenges. If EPA program management does not believe the
Framework has current utility in helping to achieve goals of protecting human
health and the environment at proposed, active, and abandoned hardrock mines,
we recommend that EPA identify specific Framework recommendations and
action items that are no longer warranted or require revision.
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Purpose

sites, and the common perception that th
future mega-sites, we conducted our m1t1

Objectives

Backgroung

popt, “Hardrock Mining on Federal Lands,” the National Research
National Academy of Sciences (a non-profit research organization
er Congressional mandate, advises the Federal government on scientific

igenvironment, potentially affecting ground and surface waters, aquatic life,
Vegetation, soils, air, and wildlife. Mining sites are typically large, complex, and
costly to clean up. Many hardrock mining sites have estimated cleanup costs
greater than $50 million, which was categorized as a “mega-site” in a 2001 report
on the future of the Superfund program by Resources for the Future (a nonprofit
research organization).'

'Resources for the Future’s use of financial criteria to define mega-sites was conventional at the time of
their report. However, this approach does not consider site criteria (e.g., nature of contaminants, number of operable
units, site acreage), risk criteria (e.g., environmental, ecological, and human health), or other factors (e.g.,
complexity), in defining mega-sites.



Hardrock mining is not coal mining. Hardrock mining involves the extraction and
beneficiation (separation of minerals/metals from waste) of certain metals and
minerals found in hard formations of the earth. The removal and beneficiation
result in large quantities of waste (e.g., waste rock, tailings, mine water). The
total amount of waste produced can range from 10 percent (potash) tg

(see Figure 1.1).

Figure 1.1. Toxics Release Inventogy;

7785330 1,821.772
Elt)&) {,(_‘_‘\?__L},\ 21240 .) {hz/{ﬂ}(&)

194 611,003 10,730,459

streamg may have been contaminated by acid mine drainage. Acid mine drainage
cangoccur when iron sulfides in rock are exposed to water and oxygen (see
photographs on next page). The process of mining brings sulfide-bearing rock to
the earth’s surface, fractures it, and exposes substantial amounts to weathering.
The minerals gradually oxidize to form dilute sulfuric acid and ferric hydroxide,
resulting in acid mine drainage. When acid drainage occurs, it is extremely

This does not include sites on Bureau of Land Management land. The Bureau estimates it may cost as
much as $35 billion to clean up contaminated hardrock mine sites on Bureau lands.
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difficult and costly to control. According to the National Research Council,
“improved methods for prediction, prevention, and long-term treatment are
needed to minimize the expenses related to acid drainage and to enhance the
long-term protection of the environment.”® Resources for the Future noted that it
would be difficult, if not impossible, to achieve water quality standagds at some
sites due to acid drainage and leaching of mine wastes.*

Figure 1.2. Aclid mine drainage at Galax, Virgi

la (left) apd
Prospect Gulch, Cement Creek, )

3Hardrock Mining on Federal Lands, National Research Council, 1999

4Superﬁmd 's Future: What Will It Cost?, Katherine N. Probst and David M. Konisky, Resources for the

Future, 2001



Multiple Laws and Agencies Involved in Hardrock Mining Activity

A complex set of Federal and State environmental laws and regulations apply to
hardrock mining activities. The type and size of mining operations; kinds of land,
water, and biological resources affected organization of State and log

responsibility. The General Mining Law of 1872%§
hardrock mining on Federal lands jote 143 3

;;'f 0 gamc Act and 1976
National Forest Managemenig¥ ice provide direction for
federal land management.

IK was not to attempt to broaden the Agency’s authorities beyond those
Congress. The Agency believed that the Framework recommendations

achieving its goals. While there is no current consensus, or conventional method
for defining or identifying mine sites, as stated earlier, EPA estimates the number
of hardrock mine sites in the United States at 200,000.

A need for the Framework was identified in 1994 when the Deputy Administrator
tasked the Office of Water with developing an Agency-wide Mining Framework.
The Office of Water partnered with the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency
Response, Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance, Office of General
Counsel, and the Regions to draft the Framework. In addition, EPA solicited



input from various mining stakeholders, including other Federal agencies such as
Department of Interior’s Bureau of Land Management and Office of Surface
Mining, and Department of Agriculture’s U.S. Forest Service; States, including
Colorado, Montana, and Nevada; tribes; local governments; industry; and
environmental groups, such as the Western Mining Action Project. In June 1997,
OIG issued report EIDMF6-08-0016-7100223, “EPA Can Do Mogg)to Help
Minimize Hardrock Mining Liabilities,” which recommefided thaEPA finalize
and implement its hardrock mining strategy tofencourage ffective use of
existing authorities to address hardrock mipfigissues angstrenethen partnershipg
with mining stakeholders.

Scope and Methodology

We conducted our evaluation from April 280£8tc#NByember 2002. To achieve our
objectives, we administered a survey to EWA i
headquarters and regional offices. We scnt the SURYG
and nine regional offices. One regigfidids .
limited hardrock mining activifsIREe b Four hd@dfquarters offices (Office
of Emergency and Remedial@¥€sponsg] 2L Solitf Waste, Office of Site
Remediation Enforcemeny§ind Offigdf of RCUEtalPACN vities) and seven regional
offices (Regions 1, 3, 5.4¥ 8, 9, 10jte eghfo®our survey. We did not verify

ternal stakeholders, including representatives of other
fiment of Interior’s Bureau of Land Management and

Public Participation, and Mineral Policy Center.

We performed our evaluation in accordance with Government Auditing Standards,
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States.
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determining appropriate stryi
posed by hardrock miningdy 6

i 4 ting Framework. If current
andfrelevance, EPA could consider

pient, EPA issued its Mining Framework in September
i Framework EPA demonstrated some commitment to

B networks. However, we found that human health and environmental concerns
at hardrock mining sites have not been addressed through implementation of the
Framework. Although 67 percent (10 of 15) of EPA survey respondents
addressing this specific question indicated the Framework had been effective in
addressing health and environmental concerns, only one of the 10 respondents
identified specific sites which directly benefitted from implementation of the
Framework. In addition, only one of eight external stakeholders identified
specific sites which had benefitted from the Framework guidance.



Regardless of their affiliation, only one of eight external stakeholders we
interviewed could identify any environmental progress or impacts associated with
the Framework. The Mineral Policy Center, an environmental organization,
considered the Framework to be a “paper policy” that had no real impact at
hardrock mining sites. Western Governors’ Association officials wege not aware
that EPA’s Framework was being used, nor had heard mugh aboutghe’ Framework
since it was issued in 1997. NMA, representing the minifigindusiry, indicated
that it had not observed any environmental impacts frozi @T entatlon of

Hch ederal agency noted that “our biggest concern
3 'ng or priorities of effort....the proposal involves a
1hcomplex that it will clearly drain the very limited

fiing team, promoting the National Interagency Coordinating
equesting comments on whether a reexamination was warranted

even of 15 (73 percent) survey respondents addressing a question regarding
Framework impediments (see Appendix B) noted that EPA management did not
adequately support implementation of the Framework. In addition, due to
demands associated with a new National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) program, Total Maximum Daily Loads rules, and declining resources,
the Office of Water, the lead EPA office tasked with developing the Framework,
chose to discontinue involvement with it and the hardrock mining area shortly
after the Framework was issued. By default, this left the Office of Solid Waste



and Emergency Response to essentially assume responsibility for the Framework.
In February 2000, the Regional Administrator for Region 10 sent a memorandum
to EPA’s Deputy Administrator noting a Regional consensus that the Office of
Water assign a headquarters mining team leader to assume the lead in following
up on the recommendations contained in the Framework. We could pot find
evidence that any action was taken on the basis of this memorandy#f?

Lack of Intra- and Interagency Coordinati

work with the priorities of other agencies. %z
Interior’s Office of Surface Mining indiggi#d ¥
was considered to be a higher priority ti8
National Research Council study alacgit s

and participation by all Federal ST volved in developing
According to the National
Research Council, this 1a

delays in mine permitting

atProm several agencies, such as EPA, Bureau of Land
8t Service, Office of Surface Mining, and U.S. Geological

bramework Recommendations Not Consistently Implemented

Survey respondents indicated that some recommendations and action items were
not fully and consistently implemented. Specifically, as mentioned above, it did
not appear that action had been taken to promote and support the National
Interagency Coordinating Committee, which several respondents deemed crucial
for working with other Federal agencies to prioritize and address environmental
concems at hardrock mining sites. Similarly, we were told that little action has
been taken to solicit comments on a reexamination of high-risk mine wastes

9



currently exempt from hazardous waste regulations. In addition, we were told that
little progress has been made to encourage the reprocessing of mine wastes as a
component of site cleanups or to provide information to stakeholders on the
availability of grants for mine site remediation. See Appendix D for a summary
table of the results.

On the other hand, our survey responses indicate that soni@actiof!have been
taken on implementing some recommendations and actionitea®. For example,

The nature of hardrock .,n"r did feggiauvneand how they are
A SAea 1st1cally accomphsh in terms

gnvironmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act [CERCLA]) largely
allow the Agency to respond after environmental problems have occurred. Other

5Ten of 15 survey respondents (67 percent) who addressed the survey question on the viability of the
Framework considered it to be viable or potentially viable under current Agency authorities. That is, most
respondents believed that EPA had the appropriate authority to accomplish the tasks outlined in the Framework. We
did not independently verify whether EPA has the authority to accomplish specific tasks outlined in the Framework.
Rather, we evaluated the likelihood that EPA could achieve the broad goals of the Framework given the
Framework’s objectives and EPA’s authorities.

10



EPA pollution permitting authorities are delegated to the States through major
environmental laws (i.e., Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, and RCRA).®
However, there are many cases where State permitting and enforcement programs
are not effective for the various environmental programs that have been delegated
to the them. In addition, little mining waste is subject to RCRA re
hazardous waste. The various authorities that provide EPA
regulate or clean up environmental impacts of hardrock p
briefly in the following pages.’

er the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act States that have coal mining activity may also
receive some funds to remediate safety and environmental hazards at abandoned hardrock mines. The Act
established a federal mechanism to encourage States to remediate hazardous conditions caused by abandoned coal
mines. After eligible States have completed reclamation of abandoned coal mines, they may use funds under the Act
to remediate environmental hazards at abandoned hardrock mines.

7Generally, these authorities will apply to hardrock mining operations that began after the various laws were
passed and regulations were promulgated. Due to limitations in existing data, it was not possible for us to determine
the percent or number of hardrock mining sites (active or abandoned) that fall outside existing regulations.

1



Figure 2.1. EPA’s Role in Regulating Hardrock Mining on Public (Federal) Lands

"Mining company (- Under Natiopal .-~ . 1
_ proposes mine and - :Environmental Policy Act
works with Federal (NEPA) authorities, EPA
" agency (Bureau of reviews draft EIS and
Land Management, - provides comments to
U.S. Forest Service, : Federal agency. EPA’s
etc.) to prepare draft . -ROLETS ADVISORY and
Environmental Impact - the Federal agency is not -
Statement (EIS). required to include all EPA
\'comments in final EIS.
Federal Agency fSité-remains under Federal authorities untl or
finalizes EIS and unless mining company patents or purchases the
issues record of site. When a site is patented, the land becomes
" decision. The EIS ———» private, and generally falls under state authorities.
may or may not .Since 1994, there has been a moratorium on
reflect EPA’s. - patenting land, which has been renewed annually
cominents, in appropriations language. The moratorium will -
\/- result in“retention of land under Federal oversight
kand may help limit Federal cleanup liabilities. Y,

Figure 2.2. EPA’'s R

State may permit the mine and has primary oversight

Mining company responsibility (EPA authorities under the Clean Water Act,
proposes new - . Clean Air Act, and Resource Conservation and Recovery
mine to State OR Act may apply. However, these authorities are generally
State assumes delegated to'the States to implement.) State retains
oversight for oversight unless company goes bankrupt or abandons the
patented land. site, or State is financially or technically unable to oversee

the cleanup. State may then request EPA assistance.

v

EPA may choose to list a site on the Superfund
National Priorities List and clean it up or may
use CERCLA remedial, removal,
enforcement, or other authorities to have a site
cleaned up. EPA’s ROLE IS OFTEN
VIEWED AS THE LAST RESORT to deal
with environmental and health problems that a
mining site poses.
In addition, the Coast Guard has authority for
removal of hazardous substances when

. navigable waterways are affected (waters of

the United States, including the territorial sea).
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Limiting Factors for EPA: Environmental Regulations and Hardrock
Mining

The Clean Water Act provides for regulation of discharges of pollutants into
U.S. waters via the NPDES permit program. An NPDES permit obtained for a
mining site would establish standards for pollutants discharged frogifthe site. The
Clean Water Act allows EPA to delegate many permitting®admisfistrative, and
enforcement aspects of the law to the States, and all buggfouStates have been
authorized to administer the NPDES prografisy

RCRA is designed to ensure that solid wasfes (includipg hazagdgusiwastes) a6
managed in a manner that is protective ofjiuman béafth and the €npyaronmeny”
RCRA has rulemaking designed to deterfpielytisich mining wastes\Ghould be
regulated as “hazardous waste.” As a rest{gbBU1cA980 RCRA Bevill amendment
and subsequent EPA action regarding wag{Ppg om the extraction,
benefication, and processing of ores andjmineraiffelatiRely little mining waste is
subject to RCRA regulation as hazardengwaste.

(NEP .\

Under the National Environp€naltio] ederal agencies

prepare EISs for major actigfff which{SArgha iNcant effect on
environmental quality, sy€H as a mjn 3 EPA can comment on EISs
developed by other agg pel other agencies to address EPA
concerns during thefEiS## efTplitti ¥eess. When other agencies finalize an

authorities uptil the’ mine lad@hSipatenfed (purchased), when they become private
sume the (E3dfolelm regulating them. (As noted in Figure 2.1,
Athere haSbeen a moratorium on patenting land.)’

"In an August 2001 review, the National State Auditors Association found that several States had not
effectively administered some aspects of their water programs.

*Information provided to us from Western Governors’ Association officials, indicates that the Association
recommended that EPA become more involved in mine permitting from the beginning of the process, rather than at
later stages, when the Agency’s participation might be disruptive and could lengthen the process. In addition, the
National Research Council observed that active stakeholder participation through the NEPA process rarely occurred
in a timely fashion, and noted that the decisionmaking process was more effective the earlier that joint involvement
occurred.

13



volatile organic compounds. Again, EPA would not have a primary regulatory
role where States are delegated authority.'

CERCLA authorizes EPA and other Federal agencies to respond to
environmental threats at mineral mining and processing sites through, emergency
removal actions and longer-term site remediation or cleanpp."!

Other Federal agencies, including the Bureaaof Land¥anagement, U.S. Forest
Service, and National Park Service, have aythog¥y for Tt
environmental degradation at hardrock mjAipg sites. HeWe{cMpHOs
shown that land management statutes angi¥ gulatxo 4561 ensigng
environmentally responsible resource dey€lt

implemented by Federal agencies."

Other Limiting Factors for EPA: FingnclagAsyurance Requirements

Financial assurance, or the amount of mgney minCGWHELSBE operators are

States set a ceiling on th g1 ount of fTnan pance that they will collect.
- gl dssurance on the number of acres

wStatesPmay require. CERCLA 104(c)(3)(C)

4of the cost of an EPA-financed cleanup.

ted to -?-*” only that amount of financial assurance which
enh(the State share) of the estimated cleanup costs, rather

Retaassurgnce for the total estimated costs. While we have not

10d of 3 years or more, and that 22 percent of sampled required self-monitoring
ermits had not been submitted to the Department.

arges at abandoned mine sites, a representative in the Agency’s Office of Water told us the Agency has not been
actively involved in discussions regarding this potential legislation.

In its 1999 report, the National Research Council noted that implementation could be improved by better
information management. For example, there was a lack of data needed to characterize lands available for mineral
development and to track mining and regulatory compliance. The National Research Council also found a need for
better understanding of current laws and regulations and improved efficiency in completing environmental reviews
under NEPA and issuing operating permits. Ultimately, it appears other Federal agencies have experienced the same
type of problems that have hampered EPA'’s effective implementation of the Framework.

14



conducted an independent review of this, an obvious incentive is that by requiring
less financial assurance, a State may attract more mining companies, resulting in
more jobs and additional tax revenue for the State.

Gaps Constrain Framework Implementation

our survey developed
and only Regions 9 a

sonclusions

and interviewed as having program management value. The Framework was seen
as a useful guidance document, coordination mechanism, and educational tool for
helping to deal with the environmental concerns posed by some hardrock mining
activities. The Framework is considered a substantial improvement over previous
fragmented efforts to deal with the impacts of hardrock mining. However,
although EPA spent 3 years developing the Framework to help address human
health and environmental concerns posed by hardrock mining, and the Framework
has been available for 5 years, we found little evidence that the Framework

15



Recommendations

contributed to environmental improvements or protections at specific hardrock
mining sites.

There are regulatory and nonregulatory reasons why the Framework has been
unable to demonstrate environmental results. Addressing and resolving the
regulatory and nonregulatory issues will provide a more realistic context for
determining the current likelihood of achieving environmental goaladsociated
with the existing framework. First, although EPA' was pgieeivedfié have adequate
authority to implement the Framework, the nature of hafdteckfmining and
environmental laws and regulations and thegnapner in Wich
implemented present obstacles to what theg#¥ency can ZEal(§]
preventing or minimizing the environmefitdl impactg@®hardre

management did not support it, and therdgwasgifade @wrihin the
Agency and between EPA and other agenGigS@Eially, current, accurate data on
the extent of financial and environmentalgHAlcgEcEBased by hardrock mining
activities is needed to assist managemefi?'in detcriL Bppropriate strategies and
actions to address existing and potegtigigproblems ajiteREondider the viability and
relevance of the existing Frame xSrdsiilii\oency couldisonsider modifying
existing policies and regulatigfi#{o hc{EIgHIt®R the epfrironmental protection
goals of the Framework if gifrent prggrang@iagasement supports the utility and
relevance of the Framewgrk.

ffife Deputy Administrator, Assistant

¥ aste and Emergency Response, and other
apetent the Administrator deems appropriate, need to determine
Ehrent utility. If EPA program management believes the
gutility in helping to achieve goals of protecting human
gnt at proposed, active, and abandoned hardrock mine

t EPA:

ent with key implementation actions identified in the 1997

ework, determine the estimated financial, human health, and
fenvironmental impacts associated with hardrock mining sites where the
Agency currently has primary responsibility for handling cleanup (EPA-
lead National Priority List sites), as well as hardrock mining sites where
there is a future likelihood that EPA may have lead cleanup responsibility,
such as sites with no other plausible lead, including a potentially
responsible party lead. In addition, at minimum, EPA should indicate
which Regions have relatively substantial hardrock mining activity and the
status of mining operations or sites in these Regions (e.g., active, inactive,
abandoned).

16



2-2.

Develop effective implementation strategies that account for existing gaps
in the framework, lack of necessary coordination, and regulatory
challenges. Specifically address:

(a) Lack of a Framework implementation plan.

(b) Lack of internal and external Agency coordination amo#g’key
stakeholders in hardrock mining.

If EPA program management do¥s not bel{eyoRHE
utility in helping to achieve gg#e

recommend that EP Ay
action items that apé

17
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Appendix A

National Hardrock Mining Framework
Recommendations and Action Items

Recommendations

Achieving Improved Environmental Protection

redistivedpols (e.g.,

1. Promote improvement of scientifically-based p t
neonmental impacts of mine Stes.

and metals mobility) used in evaluating the env

d provide training on CERCLA site assessment, investigation, and

Prepare guidanggfe
screening tooldy -

d update information regarding grants available to fund remediation projects
andidsstribute to stakeholders.

Promoting Fiscal Responsibility

10. Encourage development of cost-effective environmental control technologies for both
active and inactive mine sites.

19



1. Evaluate the adequacy of mining EISs with regard to the provision of financial assurance
for long-term support of environmental management systems.

1. Encourage reprocessing of historic mine wastes in conjunction with or as a component of
site cleanup.

standards.

Action ltems"

1. Headquarters promote thg “ _
forum for developmept oif¢ Sfapbroachesto critical technical and policy issues.

[EHeddguiriers requests comments on whether a reexamination of high risk Bevill wastes is
anted for future RCRA Land Disposal rulemakings. Consider revival of Policy
Dlalogue Committee.

In order to limit the amount of time required by respondents to complete our on-line survey questionnaire,
we asked them to provide information on the progress made on Framework action items 1, 2, 3,4, 5, and 10. The
survey respondents did not provide any comments or information on the action items we did not include (6, 7, 8, and
9).

20
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Appendix C

National Mining Association
Summary of Comments

numerous other Federal and State regulatd 5y
secondary or support role to the other Bg

e Framework suggested reexamining “high-risk” Bevill mining
;‘ including such wastes under RCRA Subtitle C - hazardous waste

'_ )£d historical impacts of mining and inferred that such impacts exist at
ng mines. NMA noted that many mining sites on the Superfund National

PList were historic mining sites which were never regulated under existing local,
State, and Federal law. NMA said that the programs of other Federal and State agencies
adequately address the potential impacts at current sites.

e NMA indicated that the Framework should include more information on the benefits derived
from hardrock mining.
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Appendix D

Breakout of Survey Responses Regarding Implementation
of EPA National Hardrock Mining Framework Recommendations and Action Iltems

Recommendations
Survey Question/Recommendation No. of surveys No. of surveys No. of surveys No. of surveys
indicating efforts | where it did not where no response where it was
were made to appear efforts was given, response unclear efforts
implement were made to was “N/A,” or survey were made to
recommendation Iimplement question was not implement
Ecommendatlon addressed recommendation
(1) What has EPA headquarters (or your region) done to promote improvement of 8 6 2
scientifically-based predictive tools used to evaluate environmental impacts of mine
sites?
(2) What has EPA (or your specific region) done to integrate permitting and NEPA site 5 2 9
evaluation functions in those States where EPA retains NPDES responsibilities?
(3) What has EPA headquarters (or your specific region) done to promote an 6 2 8
adequate consideration of environmentally protective standards and preferred
alternatives at proposed mine sites during EIS development?
(4) (a) What has EPA headquarters (or your specific region) done to evaluate the 2 2 12
adequacy of current mine waste management practices?
(4) (b) What has EPA headquarters (or your specific region) done to promote 5 2 9
standards of practice that achieve risk-based, long-term, environmental protection
goals?
(5) What has EPA headquarters (or your specific region) done to promote use of 5 1 9 1
geographic/risk-based approaches to determine priorities for inactive and abandoned
mine reclamation?
(6) How has EPA headquarters (or your specific region) used targeted enforcement 6 3 7
and compliance approaches to focus resources on the highest priority mining
operations?
(7) (a) Has EPA coordinated with the Amy Corps of Engineers to: Develop a 1 5 10
consistent approach to defining “fill material” (in context of Section 404 permitting)?
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Survey Question/Recommendation No. of surveys No. of surveys No. of surveys No. of surveys
indicating efforts | where it did not where no response where it was
were made to appear efforts was given, response unclear efforts
implement were made to was “N/A,” or survey were made to
recommendation implement question was not implement
recommendation addressed recommendation
(7) (b) Has EPA coordinated with the Army Corps of Engineers to: Determine 5 11
applicability of waste treatment exclusion to certain mining activities?
(8) What guidance and training have been provided to State and Federal agencies on 9 7
the use of CERCLA site assessment, investigation, and screening tools for mine
sites?
(9) What has your region done to provide information to site management partners on 2 13 1
grants available for mining remediation projects?
(10) How has headquarters (or your specific region) encouraged development of cost- 7 9
effective environmental control technologies for active and inactive mines?
(11) What has EPA headquarters (or your specific region) done to evaluate the 4 2 8 2
adequacy of EISs for mining operations in predicting long-term environmental impacts
of mining operations?
(12) What has EPA headquarters (or your specific region) done to encourage 3 3 8 2
reprocessing of historic hardrock mine wastes in conjunction with, or as a component
of, site cleanup?
(13) What legal and administrative mechanisms has EPA developed to encourage 6 1 8 1
implementation of environmentally beneficial response actions at mine sites?
(14) How has EPA headquarters (or your specific region) worked with other mining 5 1 9 1
stakeholders to develop standardized methods for characterizing and analyzing
environmental impacts at mine sites, predicting and verifying acid mine drainage and
metals mobility, and establishing environmental performance standards? _
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Action Items

Survey Question/Action ltem No. of surveys No. of surveys No. of surveys No. of surveys
Indicating where it did not where no where it was
efforts were appear efforts response was unclear efforts
made to were made to given, response were made to
implement implement action was “N/A”, or implement the
action item item survey question action item
_ was not addressed
What has headquarters done to establish a cross-program mining team to foster . 7 2 7
effective working relationships with stakeholders at the national level (including other
Federal agencies) and provide appropriate support to the regions?
What steps has headquarters taken to promote the National Interagency Coordinating 1 8 7
Committee on mining as a forum to develop consensus approaches to critical
technical and policy issues?
What has headquarters done to solicit comments on whether a reexamination of 1 2 9 4
high-risk Bevill wastes is warranted with the possibility of bringing some high-risk
waste streams under Subtitle C in a future rulemaking?
If your region has significant mining activity, what has the region done to establish a 6 1 9
Regional Mining Coordinator and cross-program mining team?
If your region has significant mining activity, what has your region done to develop a 2 3 10 1
Regional Mining Profile to assess the scope of proposed, active, and inactive and
abandoned mines in the region?
If your region has significant mining activity, what has your region done to develop 3 2 11
Regional Mining Strategies to guide mining program improvements? _
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